Is it 12 Pages of Homosexual Crap? No, it's. . . 

One Page of PERsonal Attacks on Bruce LinsEy 

. . .can you tell the difference? 

(STEVE LANGLEY) Thanks for including me to the first two pages of personal attacks on what's his 
name. I think I may be the one Linda C referred to when she made mention of one of "the great man's" 
detractors not using his name. But then she went on about how the person who doesn't use his name attacks 
his poll and since I don't, she probably meant someone else. Still, I enjoy not using his name. Of course, 
the way I enjoy it the most is by not writing about him at all. Of course, that would be less than appropriate 
considering the venue, and I would hate to be less than appropriate. 

[After all your years of D&D, Steve, it's probably become ingrained that you don't speak the name of the 
demon unless you wish to invoke him. I remember a first-level paladin I had. . . the party ran into a succubus 
who couldn't deal with some of our higher-level characters and screamed out, "Orcus, gate!" as she died. 
Nothing happened. My paladin piped up, "Orcus? Who's Orcus? Hey, who's Orcus?" while everybody else 
tried to shush me, but by that time, the DM had rolled him in. "Orcus (ghastly description) appears before 
you." I ran. "He's in front of you again." I swung. "How many hit points do you have? (ha ha)"] 




know what to think of that. 



[What do you mean, you're not sure? If you voted for HoL in The Sucker Poll (and you did, didn't you, 
Mike), you cast a vote in favor of OPERABLE. I promised to print one page of personal attacks on Bruce 
Linsey for every vote HoL got, and I got 42, clearly a mandate from the readership.] 

(DICK MARTIN) To answer Linsey' s remarks in the HoL 17 Mass Mailing: 

I have never accused the Personal Life Custodian in print of "child molesting." This is one of his favorite 
lies, and it's going into its sixth year. . . . _.. , ,. 

Mark Berch freely admitted to taking something with no intention of paying for it Thieves often do this 
sort of thing, and is one of their defining characteristics. If the shoe fits.... . 

I would like to correct the remark made about Tattletale to Retal readers. You know, the one that he is a 
self-serving, childish, egomaniacal, gloating, bizarre, vindictive person who must hurt anyone he can't 
control by force or flattery." Instead of "anyone" I should have said "almost anyone." Sorry for any trouble 
this little oversight on my part may have caused. 

Sure, look up the Coughlan GMing quote if you like (I know you want to anyway). I believe it to be 
true, though probably only regarding me. Another chestnut dredged up from the files...when did this 
happen, 1983? How relevant is it today? Certainly no more than, say, the Black Hole Affair.... 

I have never bribed my readers for voting a particular way in the Linsey Poll. This is a fantasy he likes to 
promote to make his actions appear less reprehensible to those who do not know all the facts. Wish he'd cut 
it out. Sure, I encouraged readers to vote Retal a zero. But I would like to see the proof that I actually bribed 
readers for voting a certain way. Surely the Personal Life Custodian can produce hard proof of such a 
clear-cut accusation (I'll give you a free milk shake if you can, That Linsey Creature (how cute!)). No, I only 
gave out free issues for telling me they did so. For all I know, the lucky winners from my 1987 and 1986 
(though the Supreme Commander never seems to remember that one, wonder why?) zero campaigns could 
have double crossed me and voted Retal a ten. 

I have run bribery campaigns in the past, though. For instance, I've bribed readers with free issues for 
returning survey forms, and I have a long-standing policy of bribery for those who would write articles for 
Retal. They don't call me the Great Satan for nothing, you know. I can pervert even the most innocent of 
souls, and bribery is one of my favorite tactics. What's your price? 

And the issue of past voters, in or out of dipdom, over the phone or otherwise, and voting procedures m 
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general is a moot one. Since the Supreme Commander is not going to release the ballots it would be foolish 
of me to name any suspect voters. What, he just says "Wrong! Try again!" whether I'm right or wrong? I'm 
not that dumb! Oh sure, he could ask Nelson Heintzman to verify the voters (the same Nelson Heintzman 
who writes what a fine and honest job the Personal Life Custodian is doing with the poll — in the Supreme 
Commander's handwriting!). No, I believe I'm on the right track, I just can't prove it. And anyway, it's a 
simple matter to forge ballots. So we appear to be at a deadlock on this point (Please realize that while 
apparently no evidence of imaginary votes will be produced, neither will proof that everyone did, in fact, 
vote.) I consider it a questionable practice when the self-righteous Pollster haughtily defends the sanctity and 
confidentiality of some ballots, while at the same time revealing selected other ballots. More than a little bit 
hypocritical there, but as I'm all in favor of making all votes public I won't press the matter. 

The Personal Life Custodian is telling fictions again when he says that he doesn't exclude people from 
his projects. I know of several people whose Linsey Poll ballots have been discarded for no good reason 
(myself included). Perhaps he forgot this.. .or hoped that nobody would point it out. 

I should think that the Personal Life Custodian gets letters labeled "not for print" because the author does 
not trust his judgment and is trying to point him in the right direction. What a lost cause that has been.... 

PERSONAL ATTACK #1: The BNC Question 
(ROBERT SACKS) Linsey managed to misquote both me and Walker. 

My memory may be playing tricks on me, but I thought Linsey was appointed Novice project head by his 
predecessor; I therefore assume he applied for it. This is no criticism of Linsey, but of Berch's absurd claim. 

[Well, I dunno about the Novice Project, but I stand by my statement, ". . .in my perception, he was 
making a power grab for any other Hobby Position he could get." Berch is careful to say, "Aside from 
projects he started himself, the Runestone Poll is the only Hobby Position he ever applied for ." Linsey is not 
quite so careful: "Aside from the two hobby projects I started of my own initiative, the Runestone Poll is the 
only one I've ever sought ." (Underlined emphasis mine.) But the fact is, when Roy Henricks was running 
the Zeen Register in his own inimitable fashion (meaning he wasn't doing anything), Bruce offered to help 
him out and ended up the de facto custodian. Seen charitably, Bruce is "merely trying to be helpful." As for 
me, having seen a lot more of Mr Linsey than Dr Jekyll, I believe I can be excused for my apprehension.] 

(DICK MARTIN) I recall the Supreme Commander putting out an issue of the zeen register for Roy 
Henricks. Now perhaps Berch is right, and he never "applied" for the job. Nevertheless, he did assume the 
position, and Mark is due in for a reality check of his own (aren't you supposed to get one after every ten 
mind wrasslin' bouts or so?). 

(MARK BERCH) In OPERABLE #1, you asked, "Will you retract your statement that I lied and 
admit on page 1 of DD that I might have made. . ." I cannot locate such a statement. Was it in DD or HoL or 
someplace else? Please identify its exact location by issue and page number, and point out which sentence(s) 
you are referring to. Thanx. 

[Diplomacy Digest #115, page one, first paragraph of "The Zeen Column #106": "In the last issue, I 
quoted Julie Martin as saying. . .((blah, blah, blah)). . .1 said this was untrue." Same issue, still page one, last 
sentence: ". . .1 think those statements she referred to are 100% fictitious." DD #114, page 10, "The Zeen 
Column, #105," first paragraph: ". . .there are people in the hobby who, alas, simply make things up. For 
example, Brad Wilson. . .Robert Sacks. . . Julie Martin. ..." No, Mark, you never used the word "lied," but 
notice I didn't put it in quotation marks either. You said that my statements were "untrue" and "fictitious" and 
that I "make things up." 

[I suppose you intend to argue this is not the same as accusing me of lying, just as you argued before that 
your statement "If someone calls this 'stealing from the telephone company,' I would not disagree with the 
description" does not mean you admitted to stealing. Asking you for a retraction was merely rhetorical, and 
probably stupid, on my part; I see now that I have opened the door for you to print a weasely "retraction" 
which is really not a retraction at all. Surprise me?] 

(MARK BERCH) Yes, I saw that you didn't put the word in quotes, but I wasn't sure what you were 
paraphrasing. As for the issue itself, when I write something, I'm entitled to draw whatever distinction I feel 
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is legit. Thus, when I wrote that bit about the phone company, I most certainly was not admitting to stealing. 
If I had wanted to make such an admission, I would have done so explicitly. I just didn't want to get into a 
big disagreement on the subject (which would be largely a semantic argument) and so I said so. 

Likewise, if I wanted to accuse you of lying, I'd have used that word. The others aren't the same. 
Writing fiction (or fictitious statements) is not necessarily the same thing as lying. A he, to me, is a false 
statement made for the specific purpose of deceiving. A person could, hypothetically speaking, make 
something up, come to believe it himself, and then publish it. Such a statement would not actually be a lie, 
since it wasn't published with the intent of deceiving. 

So please don't paraphrase me. It only triggers a but-that's-not-what-I-said response from me, followed 
by a yes-but-that's-what-you-meant retort from you, with a 

no-I-didn't-mean-that-at-all-and-if-I-did-mean-that-I'd-have-said-so rebuttal from me, etc. Just imagine what 
interesting reading that makes. Just imagine how that makes the both of us look. 

Your question was "merely rhetorical"? I didn't take it that way, and I don't think the typical reader will 
either. "Probably stupid." Perhaps, but then sometimes we have to pay for our stupidities. 

A retraction that has the appearance but not the reality of a retraction? No, not my style. DD will be out in 
the next two weeks or so. You will, of course, get a copy. 

[Of course I'll get a copy? You didn't send me one. You sent me a copy of the one page where you 
warned people that I am a "character" about whose word they should "be very, very cautious." I guess the 
same can be said about you. 

[You've managed to do another dance around calling me a liar this time you called one of my statements 
a "whopper." (In HoL you call it "absolutely false.") Giving the old thesaurus a real workout lately? 

[Yes, my question about a retraction was merely rhetorical. I had no illusions you would print a genuine 
retraction, and I was right: you merely reinforced your statement that I make up untrue, fictitious, absolutely 
false whoppers. But you never called me a liar, oh no no, my precious. 

[So, you made me pay for my stupidity, eh? Or should I be flattered that you've gone after me in three 
consecutive issues of DD now?] 

(MARK BERCH) In OPERABLE #1, you raised a lot of questions which I will try to answer: 

1. Kendter letter. You say, "This Kendter 'quote' is the funniest thing you've sent me yet." Why are you 
casting aspersions on this quote? I've rechecked it; it's accurate word for word. You ask, "How come you 
had it, and Bruce didn't?" Your assumption that Bruce didn't have this is false — I got the letter from Bruce. 
So, of course, the "you" in the letter refers to Bruce. 

2. Ditter letter. So Ditter misspelled his name. So What? I checked with a Linsey at work, and she says 
her name is misspelled all the time. How did he get the letter? He contacted Ditter, who wrote back. What's 
the big mystery? Somehow he found out who you were going to name. 

3. "Why is it that if Sacks has told me something. . .1 have been misinformed, but if Ditter or Kendter told 
me something, I'm making it up." I'm perfectly willing to believe that you blindly relied on the 
misinformation that Sacks gave you, because Sacks wrote me the same nonsense. So yes, I can believe he 
told you the same thing he told me. Bur Kendter and Ditter are totally different from Sacks; they don't give 
out this type of nonsense. So I don't believe that Ditter and Kendter said anything of the sort to you. As you 
said yourself in HoL #16, why should they lie to you. So that's why I come to different conclusions. 

4. "You used to complain that no one ever noticed when you disagreed with Linsey; now you complain 
when I do notice." I never made any such complaint. What people notice is their own business. What I 
objected to is when somebody {eg, Brad Wilson) would make the false statement that I almost never 
disagreed with Linsey. 

5. "Will you ((Berch)) retract your statement that I lied and admit on page 1 of DD that I might have 
made an honest mistake and misinferred what was said about Linsey?" Why should I say it was an honest 
mistake when you haven't done it, but rather have gone even further and said that I know Bruce did apply? 
Here's what you said: 'If you will be gracious enough to admit that I may have been mistaken. . .1 will give 
you benefit of the doubt that you really don' t know or have proof that Linsey did, in fact, apply to be BNC 
(even though I think you know and maybe even have proof that he did) ." Underscoring was mine — that 
explicitly states that you think Berch knows that Linsey applied. So you're sticking with the view that Linsey 
did apply, and adding that I know he applied. That of course means that my Linsey-didn't-apply statement 
would, in your view, be deceptive, since, in your view, I know he did (and "maybe even have proof). 
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Bruce, Ditter, and Kendter all say Bruce never applied, and I believe them all. You state that I know he 
did apply. I don't think you have much interest in the facts. 

[1. Kendter letter. Why did Bruce send this juicy piece of "proof ' on to you instead of publishing it 
himself? Can't he fight his own battles? 

[2. Ditter letter. How did Bruce "find out" who I was going to name if the whole thing was just a "story" 
I "made up"? He's no mindreader, is he, Mark? 

[By the way, it's interesting to find out you work with another Linsey. Maybe we're finally coming close 
to discovering the elusive connection between you and Bruce. . . 

[3. Quite a few other people claim Ditter and Kendter also told them what I said they told me. (Notice, 
neither Ditter nor Kendter denies telling us the story.) Why did you fail to mention these other people in DD 
#116-117? And why did you neglect to mention that I said I'd heard the von Met2ke tale elsewhere? In both 
cases, you made it sound as though I had made these stories up out of whole cloth. Then you went on with 
your bit about how Dick, not your criticism, shut down HoL, in the process making it sound like I was 
ignorant of my own husband's motivations for folding our own zeen. For someone as literal-minded as you 
pretend to be, you sure can lay on the innuendo pretty thick. 

[4. 1 couldn't have said it better myself, Mark. 

[5. You left out the part of my quote where I said, ". . .(even though you'll probably continue to believe 
otherwise). . .." Clearly, you do believe otherwise. Actually, I was just trying to say diplomatically that I am 
tired of this argument and let's drop it. (Funny how Bruce figured this out and you didn't.) I have presented 
my case; you have presented yours. We have cross-examined each other's proof and witnesses. I think there 
is considerable doubt on both sides, but I am willing to concede that I may have been mistaken in order to 
end the debate; however, I'm not required to change my personal beliefs to suit you. 

[I did not state you know he did apply; I said I think you know. I do have an interest in the facts — one 
reason I don't state my opinions as facts. And I'm getting rather tired of you saying that my feelings, 
opinions, thoughts, point of view, hearsay, etc. are wrong. You don't have the exclusive concession on 
truth. You're just another blind man looking at the elephant.] 



(JOHN CARUSO) I hesitate in putting my 20 worth in. Why? Simply because Linsey will probably 
say it's the Martins and Carusos making up things about him again. Be that as it may, here's my 20, for what 
it's worth. 

Don Ditter — there was a group of us in the dining room at my house at ByrneCon. Don told us that 
Linsey had volunteered to be BNC. He also mentioned the names of a few others who had volunteered. He 
told us all this right after he told us who he chose — Kathy. He also told us he chose Kathy after consulting 
with Lee Kendter and one or two other past BNCs about the volunteers. 

I don't know why Don is now stating Linsey didn't volunteer. Maybe Linsey's volunteering was Off The 
Record, and Don feels acknowledging it is a violation of confidence. Maybe Linsey never volunteered and 
Don made that up originally. But I do know for a fact that Don told us Linsey had volunteered. 

Mark Larzelere — I know he was at ByrneCon because I talked to him about Don's choice right afterward. 
Maybe he didn't hear that Linsey had volunteered from Don. It's more than likely he heard it from me (rather 
than Kathy) since he and I sat down and had a long discussion about it a little later. We even discussed those 
Don didn't select. 

Lee Kendter — Lee broke the news at Fred Hyatt's house that he was choosing Don Ditter as his 
successor. At WoodyCon, Lee has told us that Linsey had mentioned to him that he was available to be BNC 
if Lee wanted him. I don't recall Lee ever stating that Linsey "officially volunteered" or "sought" the 
position. Just that he was available if needed. I suppose the difference being volunteering as opposed to 
being drafted (available to be drafted). 

In both Lee and Don's cases, none of us asked for proof of what they said back then. We took them on 
their word for it. 

Julie Martin — Yes, Don said he rejected Linsey because he was too controversial. Lee never said Linsey 
volunteered, but Lee didn't draft him either (the name calling notwithstanding and unimportant). So the fact 
is — Linsey was never asked nor selected to be the BNC. 

(BRUCE LINSEY) Julie, we accept that your initial statement (that I tried to become BNC) was 
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undoubtedly an honest mistake. The two BNCs named (Kendter and Ditter) have both empathically [sic, I 
think he means "emphatically," the word Berch used] denied your story, as have L That's three out of three 
principals in this case, and none of us has any reason to he about it All you have left is Kathy's claim that I 
always attempt to take over the Numbers .... 

[Well, no, I have Kathy & John Caruso, Robert Sacks, Mark Larzelere, Dick and me who were there 
when Ditter made his statement, and Rod Walker and Brad Wilson who claim to have gotten the same news 
some other way. But since you (who's "we"?) are graciously allowing I may have been mistaken, I'll accept 
that error on my part and drop the issue if you will stop saying that I "make up stories" about you. 

[I don't care to have you drag up from now to Kingdom come the phrase "BNC story" every time you 
refer to me, like your "sick letter" epithet for Kathy or "child molester" for Dick. These epithets are 
marginally useful in that they form sort of a "feud shorthand" for those readers who want to skip the crap, 
but you use them as a smokescreen, and besides, the issues they refer to were (supposedly) resolved long 
ago. Whether your letter to Francine was "sick" in content and in context is in the eyes of the beholder. Dick 
never called you a "child molester." And it should be clear from this discussion that I do not simply "make up 
stories" about you. You have already dragged this charge, in amplified form, into Vertigo, where I had 
never said word one about you before. (You also made up your own story in your post- Vertigo mass 
mailing, saying I had declared myself "Runestone Poll Custodian Under the Covenant" when that's the title 
you invented for me.) 

[You complain ". . .as is often the case when I'm attacked, the tactic I'm accused of is precisely the one 
being used against me." Where do you think your attackers get their ideas from anyway? After a while it 
becomes a real chicken-and-egg question as to who used the tactic first. But as far as I know, no one has 
called your mother or your boss, yet.] 

PERSONAL ATTACK #2: The Zeens Which "Should Have Done Better" 
(MARK BERCH) You wrote, "This reminds me of the time Linsey gave his personal assessment of 
the top ten or twenty zeens and for almost every one he said, 'this one really should have done better.'" That 
quote reminds me of the time you said he applied for the BNC position when he hadn't. I'm not absolutely 
positive, but I don't think that event ever occurred. If I had seen it, I'd have tweaked Bruce about this— and I 
never did. 

To research this matter, I checked into Voice of Doom and found the following: 
1980: No zeen assessment. 

1981: The zeen assessment (in #40) was done before the Poll results came out, so it made no reference to 
poll outcome. The zeens selected were just his favorites. 
1982: No zeen assessment. 

1983: A capsule zeen assessment appears. However, you have to get all the way down to #20 before 
there's any mention of his feeling a zeen should have done better. For the first 19, there is no such mention. 
1984: No zeen assessment. 

Of course, it's possible that he's done others elsewhere. But I challenge you to substantiate this criticism. 
[What criticism?!!] 

(BRUCE LINSEY) "[Once upon a time,] ...Linsey gave his personal assessment of the top ten or 
twenty zeens and for almost every one he said, "This one really should have done better." I don't remember 
ever doing that. You making things up about me again, Julie? 

[Sure, Bruce, just another one of my fairy tales. 

[Voice of Doom, #81, July 12, 1983, page 26: "Following are the results of the 1983 Zeen Poll I'll 
begin by hsting the top 31 zeens, together with my comments. . .." OK, it was actually the top 30 zeens (there 
was a tie for 30th). But listing only the top 30 in itself was interesting, because it just so happened that 
Retaliation was 30th, and so it fell at the bottom of Linsey's list. Now he didn't claim that it finished last 
mind you, he just made it look that way. 

[His comments were also interesting. Every zeen except Woody's Coat of Arms and Dick's Retal 
received glowing or neutral reviews. For example, #1 Europa Express: "Congratulations to Gary for a 
well-deserved win! I agree entirely with this ranking. I wonder how it must feel to publish the best zeen on 
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earth." (Of course, Bruce has never said that The Poll proves which is the best zeen. Hyork.) #3 Snafu!: 
"Ronald Brown's beautiful zeen gets what it deserves." #18 Cheesecake: "Warehousey, but very reliable." 
He said nine zeens (and two GMs) were "underrated," "deserved to do better," etc. One, Retal of course: 
"Surprised it did this well." 

[Does this help jog your memory, Bruce? Once again, you have taken an offhand comment I was just 
using for illustration and blown it up into a "made up story" about you. You and your ilk should quit looking 
for attacks and "criticisms" where there are none. (Eh, Francois, Alan, and Mark?) My intent was merely to 
demonstrate the reductionist limits of The Poll: only one zeen can be on top (or in any particular slot), 
although more than one zeen may deserve to be. If your underrated zeens move up, they'll almost have to 
push down other zeens which you also think deserve to do well. That's all I was saying.] 

PERSONAL ATTACK #3: The Publisher's Handbook 
(MARK BERCH) With regard to the Publisher's Handbook, Once Upon a Deadline, Bruce put 
out a general announcement that he was seeking material for this, along with personal invitations. Yes, it is 
true that John Caruso and Dick Martin did not get their own, personal, engraved invitations. So what? That 
doesn't mean he "excluded them from contributing." When Olsen said that he was putting together a new 
novice package, I didn't get a personalized invite either — but big deal. Yes, Dick and John are "long lived" 
and "most experienced," but that doesn't mean that they are somehow entitled to a special personal invitation. 
Your "excluded from the guest list" analogy does not hold up. A guest list is a list of the only people allowed 
to come. No one was excluded from contributing. Indeed, Bruce' s invitation to contribute was even run in 
The Not For Hire, a zeen very hostile to him. 

(JOHN CARUSO) I can't say for certain that Linsey would not have printed something I might have 
submitted for 01) AD. He did send me an invitation to write in OUAD (albeit a late invitation, but he sent 
one none-the-less). What bothered me was his stated reason for sending the invitation, that being I had 
answered some of his mail and allowed him to participate in the PDORA. He told me he might be able to put 
an article by me in the second edition of OUAD. Suffice to say, I discarded his invitation. 

[Bruce Linsey, Life of Monty #62, June 21, 1986: "You ((Don Del Grande)) are the third person to 
mention that I've omitted some rather prominent names from the list of people being asked to contribute. Ah, 
but did you read the announcement carefully? What I said, for the record, is that 'I'm soliciting pertinent 
articles from any hobbyist who cares to contribute' and that people actually named 'are just a few names that 
leap to mind.' I'd love to have the whole hobby participate, and in fact I did send Caruso an invitation to do 
so. I'll get a similar note in the mail to Dick Martin after I'm done writing this letter. Fair enough? For the 
record, I don't think they'll choose to contribute, but it's not going to be for my lack of trying." 

[It's up to the reader to decide if my version of what happened is fair or not. Is Bruce being completely 
forthright saying, "I didn't exclude (or even discourage) anyone"? And by the way, the comments last issue 
in { } were Dick's comments; we had previously explained this punctuation scheme, but apparently some 
people didn't get it.] 

PERSONAL ATTACK #4: The Personal Life Strikes 
(JOHN CARUSO) Michael Hopcroft wanted to know if Linsey wrote to other hobbyists' mommies in 
the past. Well Michael, here's a list of "Personal Life Strikes" Linsey has launched in the past. Tell me if you 
think they are related. 1. Went to the police about a hobbyist over a non-existent death threat (Linsey's word 
there was a threat. It just so happens that Linsey was feuding with the guy at the time). 2. Went after a 
hobbyist's software business which was advertised in Dipdom (because the guy had feuded with Linsey in 
the past). 3. Turned in another hobbyist to his naval commanding officer for not abiding by his warning to 
not threaten Linsey again, even though he didn't threaten Linsey again (this guy was seeing a girl Linsey had 
a liking for). 4. Wrote to the twelve-year-old children of a hobbyist without permission or prior knowledge 
(he had feuded with this hobbyist in the past, and the person had just made two FTF cons uncomfortable for 
Mr Linsey). 5. Billed phone calls to third parties (non-hobbyists) for phone calls he made to hobbyists (in 
one case, the telephone company contacted the hobbyist for reimbursement). Do you have enough yet, 
Michael? Is there a pattern here, or what? 

[That's six more pages, thirty four left to go!] 
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